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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Appellants have filed a Request for Rehearing under 37 C.F.R. 

§ 41.52(a)(1) (hereinafter "Request") on May 26, 2009, for reconsideration 

of our Decision mailed March 25, 2009 (hereinafter "Decision"). 

The Decision affirmed the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-45 under 

35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Olson and 

Chu. 

We have reconsidered our Decision, in light of Appellants' comments 
in the Request for Rehearing, and we find no errors therein. We decline to 
change our prior Decision for the reasons discussed infra. 

Appellants contend that the claims 

explicitly state that logical fields are defined to include an 
access method describing a manner of accessing a 
corresponding respective physical field. In other words, in 
contrast to Olson, where the virtual sources and binding plans 
are separate and distinct from each other, Applicants claim that 
an access method is a part of a logical field definition. 
Therefore, Olson does not disclose the logical fields and access 
methods, as claimed. 
(Request 2). 

In response, we note that Olson teaches logical sources that are 
mapped to physical sources via a binding plan. (See Decision, p. 6, FF 2). 
Olson further teaches "[t]he Administrator enables binding plans to be 
incrementally constructed ..." (Para. [0082], emphasis added). As pointed 
out by Appellants (Request 2), Olson also teaches that "[u]sing the Designer, 
the query designer constructs a 'virtual' query using virtual sources. Then 
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binding plans are attached and the query is executed in the context of a 
particular binding plan." (Olson, para. [0082], emphasis added). 

We find that when Olson's binding plans are attached to the logical or 
virtual sources (i.e., logical fields), at that point Olson's logical or virtual 
sources (i.e., logical fields) are defined by the logical model to include an 
access method (as inherently specified by the binding plan) describing a 
manner of accessing the corresponding respective physical field, as claimed 
(claim 1). Therefore, we find unavailing Appellants' contention that the 
virtual sources (i.e., logical fields) and the binding plans of Olson are 
separate and distinct entities. (Request 1-2). In addition, we restate our 
reasoning previously set forth regarding Issue 2, on pages 1 1-12 of our 
Decision. 

Appellants further contend that Olson "teaches away" from including 
the binding plans within the definitions of the virtual sources. (Request 2). 

In response, we find this is a new argument not previously presented 
in the Brief or Reply Brief. We note that arguments not raised in the Briefs 
before the Board are not permitted in the Request for rehearing except as 
permitted by paragraphs (a)(2) and (a)(3) of 37 C.F.R. § 41.52. 

Appellants further contend that Olson and Chit do not disclose 
manipulating an abstract query to produce a modified abstract query, 
wherein the manipulation is, at least in part, defined by the modification 
parameter. (Request 3). 

In response, we note that the Examiner's rejection is based on what 
would have been taught or suggested to the artisan by the combination of 
Olson and Chu. The Examiner relies on Olson to teach the claimed logical 
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fields (corresponding to Olson's logical or virtual sources). (Ans. 12). The 
Examiner relies on Chu's teaching of relaxing an airline reservation query 
(using a Type Abstraction Hierarchy (TAH) structure) to teach or suggest 
the claimed modification parameter. (Id.). We note that Chu also teaches 
"[i]f no satisfactory answer, then relax the arrival time [i.e., a modification 
parameter] until answers which satisfy the relaxed conditions are obtained 
from the database 14." (See Decision 8, FF 9). Therefore, contrary to 
Appellants' arguments, we find at least Chu reasonably teaches or suggests 
manipulating an abstract query to produce a modified abstract query, 
wherein the manipulation is, at least in part, defined by the modification 
parameter. 

Appellants further contend that Olson and Chu do not disclose that the 
modification parameter is included as a part of a logical field definition. 
(Request 3). 

In response, we restate our reasoning previously set forth regarding 
Issue 3 on pages 12-13 of our Decision. 

In addition, we previously found that the Examiner's proffered 
combination of Olson and Chu teaches and/or suggests the limitations of a 
logical model comprising logical fields corresponding to respective physical 
fields and each having an associated modification parameter. (Decision 14, 
\\ \ See also independent claim 12). Consistent with this finding, we also 
find that the combination of Olson and Chu would have reasonably 
suggested to an artisan possessing creativity and common sense that Chu's 
modification parameter could have been advantageously included as a part 
of Olson's defined logical or virtual sources (corresponding to the claimed 
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logical field definition) for the same reasons set forth by the Examiner in 
Answer ("to improve [Olson's] invention by allowing approximate answers 
to be returned. This gives the user the advantage of being able to build more 
useful queries.") (Ans. 12). 

Moreover, we further conclude that such a modification would have 
been obvious to try because the Examiner's proffered combination would 
have merely involved pursuing "known options" from a "finite number of 
identified, predictable solutions." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 
398, 421 (2007). 

As stated by the Supreme Court in KSR 

When there is a design need or market pressure to solve a 
problem and there are a finite number of identified, predictable 
solutions, a person of ordinary skill has good reason to pursue 
the known options within his or her technical grasp. If this leads 
to anticipated success, it is likely the product not of innovation 
but of ordinary skill and common sense. In that instance the fact 
that a combination was obvious to try might show that it was 
obvious under § 103. 

KSR, 550 U.S. at 421. 

We have considered Appellants' arguments, but do not find them to 
be persuasive. 
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CONCLUSION 

We have carefully considered the arguments raised by Appellants in 
the Request for Rehearing, but none of these arguments are persuasive that 
our original Decision was in error. We are still of the view that the 
invention set forth in claims 1-45 is unpatentable over the applied prior art 
based on the record before us in the original appeal. This Decision on 
Appellants' Request for Rehearing is deemed to incorporate our earlier 
Decision (mailed March 25, 2009) by reference. See 37 C.F.R. § 
41.52(a)(1). 

DECISION 

We have granted Appellants' request to the extent that we have 
reconsidered our Decision of March 25, 2009, but we deny the request with 
respect to making any changes therein. 

REHEARING DENIED 
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